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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from ttie mailing date of ttiis communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133), 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 19 December 2007 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)|^ Tiiis action is non-final. 

3) Q Since tiiis application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-24 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) 1-5 and 7-24 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim(s) 6 is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

^0)\Z\ The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Art Unit: 1795 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7-9, 1 1-18, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Hirsch et al (5,192,581). 

Hirsch et al disclose a method of forming an electronic device having a metallized 
substrate (copper/polyimide interconnect), having copper lines and pads in an array, wherein the 
device is prepared by a method employing the steps of: 
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M. A process for the selective jlepGsltioii of a metal 
on a sul^trate compiisiiig the following stef^ in the 
i^ucnce Bfiit forth; 

(a) provldisg a substrate with & top dielectric s\trfacei 

(b) coating ths mhstmte mth & protective lay«r; 

(c) inauej^ing the substrate m a solutios of a ©emplex- 
ing material which t^^plex with seed m«tal 

i ions which can mitkte ekctroless deposattoa; 

(d) directmg a laser beam at thfi protective layer in a 
pattern so that complexisg material from the sok^ 
tion is deposited Is the ptttem on the irradiated 
pf otective kyei^ 

> it) removing the substrate from the aolalion of com- 
plexiag material and chemica! all non-deposited 
comple)dng materia! oi? the substrats so that the 
deported complexing matenal cm the protective 
layer forms the pattern; 

) placing the sabstr&tc in a solution containing seed 
metal iam so that the deposited complemg mate- 
ml beccanes a eiitalyst HUn i^vMdh can isitiale dec- 
troless dep^lticm; 
.<g) removing the sisbstrate from the soletion coiiiaia- 

! mg seed melai iocs and deaning any ret^lual sole* 
tlcft costaiaiffg teed metal kara off the sDhstrste; 
Oi) placing idhs sttbstrste in as electroless plating bath 
so that an electrit^ly conductive metal is dcpos- 
^ on the catalyst film without being deposited on 

} the proiecUve Uytt at fhe j^ekctric and without 
the plating Imth removing the pzotective layer 
from the dielectric^ and 
(t) removing the subsirate from the alectfoless plating 
hath wherein &e cmly metal which adheres to the 

I dielectric is fc^med in the pattern on the catalyst 
film. 

The protective layer is deposited using known methods including spraying, dipping, 
spinning, and is a curable/ thermally sensitive material such as polyimide, the catalyst layer 
be deposited by spin, dip, or spray coating or other known methods, and may be patterned 
employing a Nd:YAG laser, which is infrared (column 5, line 56 to column 6, line 55). 

Claims 1 1 and 16-18 are product by process claims: 
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M.P.E.P. §2113: 

"Even though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The 

patentability of a product does not depend on its method of production. If the 
product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the 
prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a 
different process." In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985)... "The Patent 
Office bears a lesser burden proof in making out a case of prima facie obviousness for 
product-by-process claims because of their peculiar nature" than when a product is 
claimed in the conventional fashion. In re Fessman, 180 USPQ 324, 326 (CCPA 1974). 
Once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the claimed product 
appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, although produced by a 
different process, the burden shifts to applicant to come forward with evidence 
establishing an unobvious difference between the claimed product and the prior art 
product. In re Marosi, 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 



3. Claims 1-5, 7-9, 1 1-18, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Hirsch et al (5,084,299). 

Hirsch et al disclose a method of forming an electronic device having a metallized 
substrate (copper/polyimide interconnect), having copper lines and pads in an array, wherein the 
device is prepared by a method employing the steps of 
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8, A process foi the selecti ve deposit jon of a conduc- 
tor on & substrMe compnsing the following stej^ in the 
sequence set fonht 
{&) coating the substrate with a mixture of a polymiM" 

and 2. seed metal, wherein the polymer is com- 

ploiai with the seed metal by imxing the polym^ 

8nd weed fiietal ions in s<^utlon and the seal metft! k 

a meml wMch can mltiaie dectrcksi plattixg se- 
lected from the group consisting of pilkdiam, 

platmum» gold, rhodium, and my mtxture thereof 

to fonn & kyer of polymer^ed metil mixture. 

(b) drying the polymer'Seed metal mixture, 

(c) ^lectively irr^Mting the polymer-seed metd 
mixture in a predetenninsd pattern, 

(d) applymg a chemical etch to a polymsr^seed iBetai 
mixture so that the Eradiated portions of the 
polymer-'seed metal mixtsre etch at a slower rate 
than the non-lrradfated pontons of the ^lynier^ 
$e6d me^l mixture, 

(c) r^ovi&g the chemical et^ uid the etched 
polymer-seed met^ mixture frocn the sabstraUn 
wherdii the polymer-seed metal mixture remaining 
on the $iil^trate cori^ponds to the predetenolned 
paltenir and 

if} placing the polymer-seed metal mixture remaifiiiig 
on the subsets In an d^troless plating bath from 
the group consisdng of copper* nickel md gold so 
that the d^ired conductor pattern is formed in the 
predetermiiied i^ttera. 

The catalyst layer is deposited using known methods including spraying, dipping, 
spinning, and may be patterned employing a Nd:YAG laser, which is infrared (column 3, line 10 
to column 4, line 60). 

Claims 1 1 and 16-18 are product by process claims: 
M.P.E.P. §2113: 

"Even though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The 

patentability of a product does not depend on its method of production. If the 
product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the 
prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a 
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different process." In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985)... "The Patent 
Office bears a lesser burden proof in making out a case oi prima facie obviousness for 
product-by-process claims because of their peculiar nature" than when a product is 
claimed in the conventional fashion. In re Fessman, 180 USPQ 324, 326 (CCPA 1974). 
Once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the claimed product 
appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, although produced by a 
different process, the burden shifts to applicant to come forward with evidence 
establishing an unobvious difference between the claimed product and the prior art 
product. In re Marosi, 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 

such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hirsch et al (both 
the '299 and the '581) in view of either Esrom et al (EP 484808) or Chen et al (6,461,678) . 

Both Hirsch et al references have been discussed above and teach that known deposition/ 
coating methods may be employed in their methods, but fail to specifically disclose ink jetting. 

Both Esrom et al and Chen et al disclose methods of forming catalytic or seed layers such 
as those described by the primary references that are precursors for electroless plating, and teach 
that ink jetting is a commonly employed deposition method for such a composition. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to prepare a device by the 
method of either Hirsch et al reference, choosing to employ an Inkjet coating/ deposition method 
for the catalyst layer. 
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6. Claims 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okubi et al 

(4,830,880). 

Okubi et al discloses a catalytic polymeric coating comprising a solvent, additives, and 
organic metal complexes, which are to be employed as a coating for electroless plating. 

An electroless plating methsKi which comprises apply- 
ing to a substrate a polymer composition comprising 
100 parts by weight of a polymer and an organic metal 
complex m an lanoimt of kom OMl to 50 parts by 
wdgM as metal^ pyrolytically decomposing the orgamc 
metal complex at atcmpcratture of firom SQ* to 500* C to 
form plating catalyst metal nudei on the substrate, re- 
moving the dried polymer coating, and <M(ftductmg 
dectrDless plating of the stibstrate. 

^ As the Mdittve» a pigment such as carbon black, talc, 
siiica at baiitim &iiifate;,: as antt-foamisg agent or surfac' 
tent, may be mentioned. Further, a reducing agent or a 
radical generating ageai mpsbh of Ifceastmg piatiisg 
catalyst metal nuclei from the organic a^ai complex, 
tnay ako be mealioned as an additive. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to prepare the material of 
Okubi et al choosing to employ carbon black as an additive, given the teachings of the reference. 

7. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hirsch et al ('299 
or '581) in view of Okubi et al. 

Both Hirsch et al references teach that the catalyst precursor layer is comprised of metal 
seed ions in a polymer film, and is not limited to any specific film, or additives. 

Okubi et al has been discussed above as teaching a similar film, and that various additives 
that are known in the art include carbon black, therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to prepare the material of Hirsch et al choosing to employ in the method 
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(with Nd:YAG infrared exposure), an additive such as carbon black in the catalyst layer as taught 
by Okubi et al. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claim 6 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amanda C. Walke whose telephone number is 571-272-1337. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-R 5:30-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Cynthia Kelly can be reached on 571-272-1526. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Amanda C Walke 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1795 
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Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



